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REPORT  ON  UCS  FLAT  GRANT  MONITORING  SYSTEM 
November  16,  1970  to  January  15,  1971 

I . BACKGROUND 

On  October  5,  1970,  about  fifty  representatives  from  voluntary 
agencies  met  with  Welfare  Department  Commissioner  Stephen  Minter  in 
the  Adams  Room  at  United  Community  Services  (UCS),  In  explaining 
the  Commonwealth's  new  Flat  Grant  approach _f or  the  Aid  to  Families 
with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC)  Program,  Commissioner  Minter  stated 
that  the  first  phase,  September  through  December,  1970,  would  be 
used  to  assess  the  Welfare  Department's  experience  under  this  new 
arrangement.  There  seemed  to  be  general  agreement  among  those 
present  that  the  voluntary  agencies  should  conduct  their  own 
assessment.  UCS  agreed  to  take  responsibility  for  setting  up  a 
monitoring  system  to  determine  the  impact  of  the  change  to  the  Flat 
Grant  on  the  voluntary  agencies  and  their  clients. 

With  the  assistance  of  staff  from  Boston  Children's  Services, 
Boston  Family  Service  Association,  Traveler's  Aid,  Salvation  Army, 
Children's  Protective  Services  (MSPCC)  of  Boston  and  the  UCS  Informati 
and  Referral  Service,  a reporting  form  and  instruction  sheet  for 
agency  workers  were  designed  (See  Appendix).  Forms  were  to  be 
filled  out  by  an  agency  worker  handling  a case  where  a client 
receiving  AFDC  payments  requested  help  with  "special  needs"  items, 
e.g.,  furniture,  clothing,  household  equipment  and  supplies,  laundry 
expenses,  phone,  fuel,  food,  back  rent,  rent  supplements,  utility 
payments,  moving  expenses  or  transportation.  Each  of  these  cases 
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during  the  survey  period  was  to  be  reported  on  the  monitoring  forms. 

It  was  felt  that  the  reporting  of  these  requests  over  a two-month 
period  would  provide  information  on  the  extent  of  private  agency 
contact  with  AFDC  recipients  around  items  for  which  recipients 
could  formerly  request  "special  needs"  assistance  from  the  Welfare 
Department . 

A letter  explaining  the  monitoring  system  and  requesting  the 
participation  of  agencies  was  sent  to  all  UCS  f inancially-participat ir 
agencies  and  also  to  other  agencies^  both  voluntary  and  public,  where 
staff  felt  that  interest  in  a monitoring  system  would  be  present. 
Agencies  were  requested  to  indicate  whether  or  not  they  wished  to 
participate  in  the  two-month  survey  and  if  so,  to  name  a coordinator 
to  be  responsible  for  sending  in  the  forms.  Forms  were  mailed  to  the 
participating  agencies  every  two  weeks  during  the  survey  period  and 
agencies  were  asked  to  return  completed  forms  throughout  the 
monitoring  period  so  that  data  analysis  could  begin. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  purpose  of  this  monitoring 
survey  was  to  determine  the  impact  of  the  flat  grant  on  voluntary 
agencies  and  their  clients  as  reflected  by  the  extent  of  agency 
contact  with  AFDC  recipients  around  "special  needs"  requests.  Its 
purpose  was  not  to  determine  the  impact  of  the  flat  grant  on  AFDC 
recipients  in  general.  Certainly  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  all  or 
even  many  AFDC  recipients  would  be  likely  to  request  aid  from  private 
agencies  even  it  they  were  having  difficulty  managing  with  the 
flat  grant.  Some  individuals  would  probably  not  seek  aid  from  a 
private  agency  under  almost  any  circumstances,  many  may  not  know  of 
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private  agencies  that  can  assist  them  and  do  not  know  where  to  get 
this  information.  It  can  be  assumed  that  those  who  had  a positive 
experience  with  a private  agency  in  the  past  or  those  who  are  currently 
being  served  by  a private  agency  would  be  more  likely  to  seek  help 
there.  Thus  the  sample  of  people  who  made  requests  to  the  participatir 
agencies  were  self-selected  in  that  they  obviously  knew  of  the 
agency  beforehand  or  were  able  to  find  out  about  the  agency  from 
some  other  source.  The  information  in  this  report^  furthermore, 
can  only  be  used  to  illustrate  the  extent  of  agency  involvement 
with  AFDC  recipients  around  "special  needs"  by  the  agencies  that 
participated  in  the  survey  and  not  for  all  private  agencies. 

II.  THE  MONITORING  FORMS 


The  monitoring  forms,  a copy  of  which  is  included  in  the  Appendix, 
consisted  of  three  main  areas  of  information: 

1.  Identifying  inf ormat ion-~agency  workers  were  to 
provide  an  identification  number  or  case  number 

of  the  case  which  they  were  reporting,  the  address 
of  the  person  requesting  assistance  (the  name  of 
the  city  or  town,  or,  in  the  case  of  Boston,  the 
neighborhood),  the  date  of  the  request,  whether 
the  case  was  a new  or  on-going  one,  and  the  number 
of  people  in  the  family, 

2.  Special  needs  request--workers  were  asked  to 
specify  the  nature  of  the  request  and  the  cost 
of  filling  it, 

3.  Disposition-“Workers  were  asked  to  indicate  what 
action  was  taken  by  their  agency,  whether  contact 
was  made  with  the  Welfare  Department,  whether  the 
client  was  referred  to  another  agency,  etc.  They 
were  to  indicate  how  much  of  their  time  was  spent 
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with  the  client  (including  telephone  calls  to 
other  agencies  about  the  request,  etc.)  and  to 
make  any  other  comments  which  they  felt  relevant 
in  regard  to  this  case. 

The  completed  forms  returned  by  the  participating  agencies 
have  provided  the  data  used  in  this  report. 


III.  ANALYSIS 


A.  The  Participating  Agencies 

A list  of  the  twenty-three  agencies  participating  in  the 

monitoring  survey  is  provided  in  Table  1,  This  table  shows  the  number 

of  AFDC  recipients  requesting  aid  from  each  agency  and  what  per- 

1 

centage  of  the  total  number  of  cases  each  agency  reported.  The 
agencies  are  in  two  groups;  the  first  group  are  all  UCS/MBUF 
financially  participating  agencies  and  the  second  group  are  agencies 
with  no  UCS/MBUF  affiliation.  As  the  table  shows,  467  recipients  of 
AFDC  requested  aid  from  the  participating  agencies  during  the  two- 
month  monitoring  period.  The  Salvation  Army  reported  46  per  cent 
of  the  cases,  Somerville  Catholic  Charities  reported  13  per  cent, 
Onboard  in  New  Bedford  reported  9 per  cent,  and  the  remainder  of 
the  agencies  each  reported  6 per  cent  or  less  of  the  cases. 

Table  2 shows  the  same  list  of  agencies  and  further  breaks 
down  the  number  of  requests  into  those  from  residents  of  the  City  of 
Boston  and  those  from  individuals  living  in  cities  and  towns  other 

^None  of  the  following  tables  provide  information  on  holiday  requests, 
such  as  Thanksgiving  or  Christmas  dinners  or  Christmas  toys.  Since 
these  are  not  items  formerly  provided  by  the  Welfare  Department's 
"special  needs"  funds,  they  could  not  be  included  in  our  survey  even 
though  some  agencies  reported  such  requests. 
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than  Boston.  As  would  be  expected,  Boston  residents  tended  to  seek 
assistance  from  Boston  agencies  and  not  from  agencies  outside  of  the 
city . 

B.  Identifying  Information 

Tables  3,  4,  5 and  6 provide  information  about  the  place  of 
residence  of  those  seeking  aid,  the  date  of  the  request,  whether 
the  case  was  a new  or  on-going  one,  and  the  number  of  people  in 
the  client's  family.  As  Table  3 shows,  over  a third  of  those 
requesting  aid  were  residents  of  the  City  of  Boston,  most  of  whom 
lived  in  Dorchester  or  Roxbury.  Almost  another  30  per  cent  lived  in 
cities  and  towns  outside  of  the  Boston  area,  and  the  remainder  were 
concentrated  mostly  in  the  North  and  Northwest  UCS  Planning  Regions 
(See  map  in  Appendix). 

Table  4 shows  that  the  total  number  of  requests  dropped  through- 
out the  monitoring  period.  This  table  also  compares  the  percentage 
of  requests  by  Boston  and  non-Boston  residents  for  the  nine  time 
periods  of  the  survey.  Note  that  the  total  percentage  of  requests 
increased  during  the  week  of  December  7-13  (the  week  before  a flat 
grant  check  was  issued)  and  dropped  again  during  the  week  of  December  ] 
20.  From  December  21  to  the  end  of  the  monitoring  period,  the  total 
percentage  of  requests  was  slowly  increasing.  Comparing  residents 
of  Boston  with  those  living  outside  the  city,  we  see  that  the  rate 
of  requests  for  Boston  residents  seemed  to  be  dropping  slightly  from 
December  28  on,  while  the  rate  of  requests  for  those  outside  the 
city  was  increasing  from  December  28  on.  The  over-all  percentage 
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pattern,  however,  seemed  to  indicate  that  more  people  were  likely 
to  seek  aid  just  before  a flat  grant  check  was  issued.  Requests  for 
aid  from  agencies  then  decreased  but  then  increased  again  about  a 
month  after  the  flat  grant  check  had  been  issued.  Whether  or  not 
the  number  of  requests  would  continue  to  climb  to  a peak  before  a 
March  flat  grant  check  is  received  cannot  be  determined  from  our 
survey . 

Comparing  the  case  status  of  those  requesting  aid  by  place  of 
residence  (Table  5),  we  find  that  over  70  per  cent  of  those  living 
in  Boston  were  new  cases  to  the  agencies  where  they  sought  assistance, 
while  only  43  per  cent  of  those  outside  the  city  were  new  cases  to 
the  agency  they  contacted. 

Table  6,  showing  number  of  people  in  the  family  is  an  especially 
thought-provoking  one.  According  to  the  "Study  of  Standard  Family 

2 

Budget"  published  by  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  in  late  1969, 

71  per  cent  of  the  families  receiving  AFDC  had  three  children  or 
less.  However,  the  data  collected  from  the  agencies  participating 
in  the  monitoring  survey  indicated  that  52  per  cent  of  the  families 
requesting  aid  from  the  agencies  had  two,  three  or  four  members, 

(For  purposes  of  comparison,  we  will  assume  one  adult,  the  rest 
children,  since  81.5  per  cent  of  all  AFDC  families  were  composed  of 
"a  single  adult.,,and  her  children,"  according  to  the  Department  of 
Public  Welfare  study  cited  above.)  Forty  per  cent  of  those  seeking 
aid  at  the  participating  agencies  had  five,  six,  seven,  eight  or  more 
family  members,  as  compared  to  29  per  cent  of  the  total  AFDC  families 

— „ 

"Study  of  Standard  Family  Budget",  Department  of  Public  Welfare, 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  1969, 
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with  four  children  or  more.  Quite  obviously^  a greater  percentage 
of  larger  families  sought  help  from  private  agencies  than  one  would 
expect  from  their  numbers  in  the  general  AFDC  population.  This 
raises  some  interesting  questions  as  to  whether  larger  families 
have  more  problems  managing  on  the  welfare  allotment  than  smaller 
families,  whether  the  flat  grant  system  is  more  difficult  to  manage 
for  larger  families  than  smaller  ones,  whether  larger  families  for 
some  reason  are  more  likely  to  seek  aid  from  private  agencies  than 
smaller  ones,  and  a related  problem,  whether  the  needs  of  larger 
families  are  different  in  "kind"  from  the  needs  of  smaller  families. 
The  first  three  questions  cannot  be  answered  from  the  data 
available  here.  However,  to  try  to  answer  the  last  question,  small 
and  large  families  were  compared  in  a number  of  ways  using  the  data 
from  the  monitoring  survey,  (Small  families  have  been  arbitrarily 
designated  as  containing  four  members  or  less  and  large  families 
as  those  containing  five  members  or  more,) 

Table  7 compares  small  and  large  families  by  place  of  residence, 
and  we  find  that  slightly  more  large  families  tended  to  live  either 
directly  in  the  City  of  Boston  or  outside  of  the  Metropolitan  area 
than  did  small  families,  Twenty=eight  per  cent  of  the  small  families 
lived  in  the  Northwest  Region  (See  map),  while  only  10  per  cent  of 
the  large  families  lived  in  the  Northwest  Region, 

Tables  8 and  9 show  that  there  was  no  difference  between  small 
and  large  families  regarding  case  status  with  the  agencies  they  sought 
assistance  from  nor  the  number  of  special  needs  they  requested 
assistance  with  at  the  time  of  contact  with  the  agency. 
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Table  10  shows  that  there  was  no  difference  in  the  percentage 
of  small  and  large  families  requesting  assistance  with  food.  However, 
more  large  families  requested  assistance  with  clothing  than  did 
small  families. 

As  would  be  expected,  more  large  families  were  requesting 
assistance  that  would  cost  over  $25.00  than  were  small  families 
(Table  11). 

However,  there  were  no  significant  differences  between  small 
and  large  families  regarding  the  action  taken  by  the  agency  in 
responding  to  the  request.  About  60  per  cent  of  the  requests 
received  by  the  participating  agencies  were  either  partially  or  fully 
granted  by  the  agency  contacted  for  both  small  and  large  families. 

Thus  it  seems  that  there  were  differences  between  small  and 
large  families  in  where  they  lived,  in  their  requests  for  clothing 
assistance  and  in  the  cost  of  filling  their  requests,  but  in  no 
other  variables  designated  in  the  monitoring  survey, 

C.  Special  Needs  Request 

Tables  13,  14  and  15  provide  information  on  the  number  of 
special  need  requests  made  by  the  individual  contacting  the  participati 
agency,  the  nature  of  the  requests  and  the  estimated  cost  of  filling 
the  requests.  Residents  of  Boston  are  compared  with  residents  of 
other  cities  and  towns  for  all  of  these  variables. 

Table  13  shows  that  over  80  per  cent  of  the  AFDC  recipients 
contacting  the  participating  agencies  were  requesting  assistance  with 
only  one  special  need.  More  individuals  residing  in  Boston,  however. 
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had  more  than  one  request  at  the  time  of  contact  with  the  agency 
than  those  residing  in  places  other  than  Boston, 

Almost  half  of  the  requests  were  for  food  and  about  one-fifth 
were  for  clothing.  There  do  not  seem  to  be  any  significant 
differences  between  residents  of  Boston  and  residents  of  other  cities 
and  towns  regarding  cost  of  requests. 

D.  Disposition 

The  last  four  tables  (16  through  19)  show  the  disposition  of 
the  requests  received  by  the  participating  agencies.  About  half  of 
the  total  requests  were  granted  in  full  by  the  participating  agencies 
and  about  one-fifth  were  referred  to  a social  worker  at  the  Department 
of  Public  Welfare,  Five  per  cent  were  not  helped  and  no  mention 
was  made  of  referral  elsewhere.  There  were  no  significant  differences 
between  the  number  of  requests  granted  in  full  for  residents  and 
non-residents  of  the  City  of  Boston.  However,  there  were  significant 
differences  between  residents  and  non-residents  of  the  city  in  referral 
to  social  workers  at  the  Department  of  Public  Welfere  and  referrals 
to  voluntary  agencies. 

A larger  percentage  of  residents  of  cities  and  towns  other  than 
Boston  were  referred  to  Department  of  Public  Welfare  social  workers 
than  were  Boston  residents  and  a smaller  percentage  of  residents 
outside  of  Boston  were  referred  to  voluntary  agencies  than  were 
Boston  residents. 

Since  food  requests  accounted  for  about  one-half  of  the  total 
requests,  a table  was  run  comparing  action  taken  on  food  requests 
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to  action  taken  on  other  types  of  requests.  As  Table  17  shows, 

80  per  cent  of  the  requests  for  food  were  granted  in  full  while  only 
28  per  cent  of  the  requests  for  other  items  were  granted  in  full 
by  the  participating  agencies. 

Table  18  shows  the  amount  of  time  the  agency  workers  spent  in 
dealing  with  the  requests  for  aid.  Half  of  the  total  requests  took 
one-half  hour  or  less  while  over  30  per  cent  took  an  hour  or  more 
of  a worker's  time.  It  appears  that  requests  from  Boston  residents 
took  less  time  generally  than  requests  from  people  living  in  other 
places , 

The  amount  of  funds  spent  by  the  agencies  directly,  that  is  in 
actually  providing  the  item  requested  or  providing  the  client  with 
funds  to  purchase  the  item  are  shown  in  Table  19,  In  about  a third 
of  the  cases,  no  funds  were  directly  spent  by  the  agencies.  In 
40  per  cent  of  the  requests,  the  agency  directly  spent  between  $6,00 
and  $25.00,  Comparing  residents  of  Boston  and  outside  of  Boston, 
residents  of  Boston  were  more  likely  to  receive  from  $6.00  to  $10,00 
and  less  likely  to  receive  $11,00  to  $25.00  than  non-residents 
although  Table  15  showed  that  there  were  no  significant  differences 
in  the  estimated  cost  of  filling  the  requests  of  these  two  groups. 

In  responding  to  the  section  on  the  Monitoring  Form  called 
"comments"  a variety  of  responses  were  elicited.  Since  no  specific 
guidelines  were  issued  about  this  section,  no  table  will  be  presented. 
However,  as  examples,  about  7 per  cent  of  the  requests  were  referred 
to  the  participating  agency  by  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare, 

Ten  per  cent  of  the  agency  workers  mentioned  that  the  client's  check 
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had  been  stolen  and  this  was  why  they  required  assistance  (virtually 
all  of  these  were  residents  of  Boston)*  The  Welfare  Department  was 
contacted  in  many  cases  by  the  participating  agency  in  dealing 
with  the  request  and  in  about  10  per  cent  of  the  cases  the  agency 
worker  reported  that  the  Welfare  Department  was  unable  to  help. 

In  4 per  cent  of  the  cases  it  was  reported  that  the  Welfare  Department 
would  help  fully  or  partially  with  the  request. 

IV.  CONCLUSION 

The  information  obtained  from  this  survey  sheds  some  light 
on  the  nature  of  the  needs  which  were  presented  by  AFDC  recipients 
who  contacted  private  agencies.  As  has  been  mentioned  previously, 
those  who  sought  aid  from  private  agencies  obviously  provided  a 
self-selected  sample.  However^  this  does  not  detract  from  the  fact 
than  467  families  sought  aid  from  the  23  agencies  participating  in 
this  survey  over  a two-month  period  and  that  the  aid  requested  was 
for  items  which  the  Welfare  Department  was  no  longer  providing  under 
the  "Special  Needs"  payment  program. 

This  report  has  pointed  out  the  following: 

1.  The  Salvation  Army  received  the  largest  number 

of  requests  for  aid  of  the  participating  agencies, 

2.  Requests  for  aid  were  not  confined  to  Boston  City 
residents.  They  accounted  for  only  37  per  cent  of 
the  requests, 

3.  The  requests  seemed  to  rise  and  fall  in  a pattern 
following  the  dates  of  receipt  of  the  flat  grant 
checks , 
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4.  More  large  families  (those  with  five  or  more 
members)  requested  aid  from  the  participating 
agencies  than  would  be  expected  from  their 
numbers  in  the  general  AFDC  population, 

5.  Almost  half  of  all  requests  were  for  food, 
and  of  these,  80  per  cent  were  granted  in 
full  by  the  agency  contacted.  This  large 
percentage  of  requests  for  food  may  be  a 
reflection  of  other  needs.  Recipients  may 
tend  to  pay  other  bills  first  and  consequently 
run  out  of  food. 

The  monitoring  forms  returned  by  the  agencies  showed  that  a 
minimum  of  $8,000  and  520  man-hours  were  expended  in  replying  to 
the  "special  needs"  requests  of  AFDC  recipients  from  November  16,  1970 
to  January  15,  1971,  These  figures  are  minimums  because  in  20  per 
cent  of  the  cases  the  worker  did  not  indicate  the  amount  the  agency 
spent  and  in  14  per  cent,  no. time  spent  on  the  request  was  indicated. 
These  figures  do  not  include  the  cost  of  record-keeping,  telephoning, 
and  other  necessary  agency  cost  involved  in  filling  a request. 

Since  the  data  from  the  monitoring  system  do  not  deal  directly 
with  the  differences  in  the  rate  of  requests  for  "special  needs" 
to  agencies  before  and  after  the  flat  grant  went  into  effect,  a 
questionnaire  was  designed  and  sent  to  all  agencies  participating 
in  the  survey.  The  questionnaire  asked  for  information  about  the 
number  of  requests  for  "special  needs"  from  November  1969  to 
January  1970,  along  with  information  about  the  type  of  requests  and 
whether  or  not  the  agency  could  continue  to  provide  funds  and 
services  for  the  requests  they  are  receiving  now. 

As  of  this  writing,  all  agencies  have  not  returned  their 
questionnaires.  However,  some  general  comments  can  be  made  from  the 
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responses  received  by  some  of  the  agencies.  Generally,  the  agencies 
that  reported  few  requests  for  "special  needs'"  during  the  monitoring 
period  also  had  few  requests  during  the  same  time  period  last  year 
and  thus  have  not  experienced  any  change  in  the  rate  of  requests. 
Somerville  Catholic  Charities,  which  reported  13  per  cent  of  the 
requests  during  the  monitoring  period,  also  reported  that  the  level 
of  requests  to  their  agency  was  just  about  the  same  as  last  year. 

The  Traveler's  Aid  Association  reported  that  extra  staff  time  was 
required  in  their  agency  becuase  of  the  increase  in  requests  from 
AFDC  recipients.  The  agency  reporting  the  largest  number  of  requests 
during  the  monitoring  period,  the  Salvation  Army,  also  reported  the 
largest  change  in  volume  of  requests  since  the  flat  grant  went  into 
effect.  Due  to  budgetary  constrictions  no  more  staff  members  could 
be  added  to  handle  the  extra  volume  but  the  existing  staff  were 
required  to  devote  much  more  time  to  handling  requests  for  "special 
needs""  from  AFDC  recipients.  The  Salvation  Army  also  reported  that 
they  could  not  continue  to  provide  funds  and  services,  especially 
funds,  at  the  present  rate  if  the  demand  continues.  They  have  seen 
no  evidence  that  the  demand  is  dropping  and  in  some  areas,  like 
New  Bedford,  the  number  of  requests  in  January  almost  doubled  the 
December  figure.  This  agency  is  especially  crucial,  not  only  because 
it  handles  a large  volume  of  requests,  but  also  because  many  agencies 
refer  cases  to  the  Salvation  Army  since  they  do  not  have  funds  to 
dispense  for  "special  needs", 

* * * ■*  * 
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TABLE  1 


1 

PARTICIPATING  AGENCIES  AND  NUMBER  OF  REQUESTS  RECEIVED 


Agency  Name 


Number  of  Requests 


Associated  Day  Care  Services  1 
Boston  Children's  Service  Association  4 
Catholic  Charitable  Bureau  of  Boston  22 
Catholic  Charitable  Bureau  of  Cambridge  13 
Catholic  Family  Services  of  Greater  Lynn  2 
Family  & Children's  Service  of  Greater  Lynn  6 
Family  Counseling  Service  of  Cambridge  1 
Family  Counseling  Service  (Region  West)  6 
Greater  Boston  Red  Cross  Chapter  30 
John  F.  Kennedy  Family  Service  Center  4 
Children's  Protective  Services  (MSPCC) -Boston  13 
Children's  Protective  Services  (MSPCC) -So, Shore  10 
Parents'  & Children's  Services  of  Children's  Mission  2 
Roxbury  Federation  of  Neighborhood  Centers  1 
Salvation  Army  211 
Peter  Bent  Brigham  Hospital-Social  Service  Dept.  1 
Somerville  Catholic  Charities  Center  56 
Traveler's  Aid  Association  17 
U.C.S.  Information  6t  Referral  Service  16 

Children's  Aid  & Family  Society  of  Haverhill  3 
Greater  Lawrence  Headstart  3 
Neighborhood  Legal  Service -Lynn  2 
Onboard,  Inc. -New  Bedford  43 


467 


Per  cent 


*7o 

1 

5 
3 
* 

1 

* 

1 

6 
1 

3 
2 
it 
it 

46 

it 

13 

4 
3 

1 

1 

it 

9 

100% 


* Less  than  0.5  per  cent 

■^Agencies  which  originally  agreed  to  participate  but  received  no  requests  are  not 
listed  here. 


TABLE  2 


1 


PARTICIPATING  AGENCIES  AND  NUMBER  OF  REQUESTS  RECEIVED 


COMPARED  BY  PLACE  OF  RESIDENCE 


Agency  Name 


Residents  of 

Residents  of  Boston Other  Cities  & Towns 

Number  Per  Cent  Number  Per  Cent 


Associated  Day  Care  Services  1 

Boston  Children's  Service  Association  4 

Catholic  Charitable  Bureau  of  Boston  21 

Catholic  Charitable  Bureau  of  Cambridge  0 

Catholic  Family  Service  of  Gr.  Lynn  0 

Family  6e  Children's  Service  of  Gr.LynUjIncc  0 
Family  Counseling  Service  of  Cambridge  0 

Family  Counseling  Service,  Inc. (RegoWest)  0 
Greater  Boston  Red  Cross  Chapter  29 

John  F.  Kennedy  Family  Service  Center  4 

Children's  Protective  Services  Boston  10 

(MSPCC) 

Children's  Protective  Services  S. Shore  0 

(MSPCC) 

Parents'  & Children's  Services  of  2 

Children's  Mission 

Roxbury  Federation  of  Neighborhood  1 

Centers,  Inc. 

Salvation  Army  71 

Peter  Bent  Brigham  Hospital  1 

Social  Service  Department 
Somerville  Catholic  Charities  Center  0 

Traveler's  Aid  Assoc,  of  America  15 

U.C.S.  Information  and  Referral  14 


17o 

2 

12 


17 

2 

6 


1 

1 

40 

1 

9 

8 


0 

0 

1 

13 

2 

6 

1 

6 

1 

0 

3 

10 

0 

0 

140 

0 

56 

2 

2 


* 

4 

1 

2 

■k 

2 

* 

1 

3 


48 


19 

1 

1 


Children's  Aid  of  Haverhill  0 
Greater  Lawrence  Head  Start  0 
Neighborhood  Legal  Service  - Lynn  0 
Onboard,  Inc.  - New  Bedford  0 


173  100% 


3 

3 

2 

43 

294 


1 

1 

1 

15 

100% 


* Less  than  0.5  per  cent 

Agencies  which  originally  agreed  to  participate  but  received  no  requests  are  not 
listed  here. 
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TABLE  3 


NUMBER  OF  REQUESTS  BY  AREA  OF  CLIENT  RESIDENCE 


Area  of  Client 

Residence  '' Per  cent 


Boston  (37)7o 


Brighton 

i{ 

Back  Bay 

1 

Charlestown 

1 

Dorchester 

16 

East  Boston 

1 

Hyde  Park 

* 

Jamaica  Plain 

3 

North  End 

* 

Roslindale 

* 

Roxbury 

13 

South  Boston 

1 

South  End 

it 

West  End 

- 

Not  ascertained  what  neighborhood 

1 

Rest  of  Central  Region^ 

2 

North  Region^ 

9 

Northwest  Region^ 

19 

Southwest  Region^ 

4 

Other  cities  and  towns 

29 

1007, 

(N=467) 


^See  Map  for  towns  included  in  each  region 
Less  than  0.5  per  cent 
-None 
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TABLE  4 


DATE  OF  REQUEST  COMPARED  BY  PLACE  OF  RESIDENCE 


Date  of  Request 


Residents  of 
Other  Cities 

Residents  of  Boston  and  Towns  Total 


Nov.  16-22 
Nov.  23-29 
Nov.  30-Dec.  6 
Dec.  7-13 
Dec.  14-20 
Dec.  21-27 
Dec.  28-Jan.  3 
Jan.  4-10 
Jan.  11-15 


Case  Status 


New 

On-going 

Not  ascertained 


Number  in  Family 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Five 

Six 

Seven 

Eight  or  more 
Not  ascertained 


207o 

25% 

23% 

13 

19 

16 

20 

9 

13 

19 

14 

16 

4 

8 

6 

3 

4 

4 

8 

4 

6 

7 

6 

7 

6 

11 

9 

100% 

100% 

100% 

(N=173) 

(N=294) 

(N=467) 

TABLE  5 

CASE  STATUS  COMPARED  BY 

PLACE  OF 

RESIDENCE 

Residents  of 

Boston 

Residents 
Other  Cities 
and  Towns 

Total 

71% 

43% 

53% 

25 

56 

45 

4 

1 

2 

100% 

100% 

100% 

(N=17  3) 

(N=294) 

(N=467) 

TABLE 

_6 

NUMBER  IN  FAMILY  COMPARED  : 

BY  PLACE 

OF  RESIDENCE 

Residents  of  Boston 

Residents 
Other  Cities 
and  Towns 

Total 

14% 

14% 

14% 

17 

21 

20 

15 

20 

18 

9 

15 

13 

8 

10 

9 

12 

7 

9 

9 

10 

9 

16 

3 

8 

100% 

100% 

100% 

(N=173) 

(N=294) 

(N=467) 
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TABLE  7 


1 


AREA  OF  RESIDENCE  COMPARED  FOR  SMALL  AND  LARGE  FAMILIES 


Area  of  Residence 


Small  Families 


Boston  (32)7o 

Brighton  1 

Back  Bay  1 

Charlestown  1 

Dorchester  13 

East  Boston  1 

Hyde  Park 

Jamaica  Plain  2 

North  End  * 

Rosl indale 

Roxbury  1 1 

South  Boston  1 

South  End 
West  End 

Not  ascertained  what  neighborhood  1 

Rest  of  Central  Region  2 

North  Region  9 

Northwest  Region  28 

Southwest  Region  3 

Other  cities  and  towns  26 


100% 

(N=244) 


Large  Families 

(37)% 

1 

2 

15 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 

9 

2 


2 

10 

10 


6 


35 

100% 

(N=187) 


Small  families  were  considered  those  having  4 members  or  less,  large 

families  those  having  5 members  or  more.  All  those  whose  family  size 

was  not  ascertained  have  been  deleted  from  these  tables. 

* 

Less  than  0.5  per  cent 
- None 


^ABLE  8 


CASE  STATUS  COMPARED  FOR  SMALL  AND  LARGE  FAMILIES 


Case  Status 


Small  Families 


Larae  Families 


New 

54% 

50% 

On-going 

44 

49 

Not  ascertained 

2 

1 

100% 

100% 

(N=244) 

(N=187) 

TABLE  9 


NUMBER  OF  SPECIAL  NEEDS  REQUESTS  COMPARED  FOR  SMALL 


AND  LARGE  FAMILIES 


Number  of  Special  Needs 

Requests Small  Families  Large  Families 


One  827„  80% 

Two  14  16 

Three  or  more  4 4 

100%  100% 
(N=244)  (N=187) 


TABLE  10 


NATURE  OF  REQUEST  COMPARED  FOR  SMALL  AND  LARGE  FAMILIES 


Request 


Small  Families  Large  Families 


Furniture  54 

Clothing  17 

Household  Equipment  4 

Phone  1 

Fuel  4 

Food  48 

Back  Rent  2 

Rent  Supplement  1 

Utilities  2 

Moving  Expense  1 

Transportation  6 

Money,  not  ascertained  what  for  1 

Other  8 


100% 

(N-281) 


7% 

24 

4 
1 

5 
48 

1 

3 

1 

•k 

1 

5_ 

100% 

(N=207) 


Less  than  0.5  per  cent 
-None 

Note  that  the  N for  table  10  does  not  stand  for  number  of  individuals, 
but  for  number  of  requests  of  each  nature.  Some  individuals  made  more 
than  one  request. 


table  11 


COST  OF  REQUEST  COMPARED  FOR  SMALL  AND  LARGE 

FAMILIES 

Cost  of  Request 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

$5  or  less 

97o 

37c 

$6  - 10 

23 

16 

$11  - 25 

25 

25 

$26  - 50 

10 

14 

$51  - 75 

2 

3 

$76  - 100 

4 

5 

$101  - 150 

3 

4 

$151  - 200 

2 

4 

$201  or  more 

4 

8 

Not  ascertained 

18 

18 

1007c 

1007c 

(N=244) 
TABLE  12 

(N=187) 

ACTION  TAKEN  ON  REQUEST 

COMPARED  FOR  SMALL  AND 

LARGE  FAMILIES 

Action  Taken 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

Referred  to  Public  Welfare 

167c 

187c 

Request  granted  in  full 

55 

50 

Request  granted  partially 

7 

10 

Referred  to  other  agency, 

1 

- 

not  ascertained  which 

Referred  to  other  voluntary  agency  7 

7 

Referred  to  public  agency,  not 

* 

- 

Public  Welfare 

Not  able  to  help,  no  referral 

4 

4 

mentioned 

Other 

5 

4 

Not  ascertained 

5 

7 

1007c 

1007c 

(N=244) 
TABLE  13 

(N=187) 

NUMBER  OF  SPECIAL  NEEDS  REQUESTS  COMPARED  BY  PLACE  OF  RESIDENCE 

Number  of  Special  Needs  Residents  of  Residents  of 


Requests 

Boston 

Other  Cities  & Towns 

Total 

One 

767c 

867o 

827c 

Two 

21 

10 

14 

Three 

or  more 

3 

4 

4 

1007c 

1007c 

1007c 

(N=173) 

(N=294) 

(N  =467 

14  I . n/ 
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TABLE  14 


NATURE  OF  REQUEST  COMPARED  BY  PLACE  OF  RESIDENCE 


Residents  of 

Request  Residents  of  Boston  Other  Cities  Sc  Towns  Total 


Furniture 

5% 

67o 

6% 

Clothing 

20 

19 

19 

Household  Equipment 

1 

5 

4 

Laundry 

- 

- 

" 

Phone 

1 

2 

1 

Fuel 

2 

5 

4 

Food 

51 

45 

47 

Back  Rent 

2 

2 

2 

Rent  Supplement 

- 

1 

1 

Utilities 

4 

2 

Moving  Expense 

1 

2 

2 

Transportation 

10 

3 

6 

Money,  not  ascertained 
what  for 

1 

1 

1 

Other 

6 

5 

5 

1007o 

1007o 

100% 

(N=196) 

(N=329) 

(N=525) 

TABLE  15 

Total 

COST 

OF  REQUEST  COMPARED  BY  PLACE  OF  RESIDENCE 

Cost  of  Request 

Residents  of  Boston 

Residents  of 
Other  Cities  5c  Towns 

$5  or  less 

57, 

7% 

6% 

$6  - 10 

21 

18 

19 

$11  - 25 

20 

27 

25 

$26  - 50 

12 

11 

11 

$51  - 75 

2 

3 

3 

$76  - 100 

6 

3 

4 

$101  - 150 

6 

3 

4 

$151  - 200 

2 

3 

3 

$201  or  more 

5 

5 

5 

Not  ascertained 

21 

20 

20 

100% 

100% 

100% 

(N=173) 

(N=294) 

(N=467) 

TABLE  16 


ACTION  TAKEN  ON  REQUEST  COMPARED  BY  PLACE  OF  RESIDENCE 

Residents  of 

Action  Taken  Residents  of  Boston  Other  Cities  & Towns  Total 


Referred  to  Public 
Welfare 

12 

20% 

17% 

Request  granted  in  full 

48 

55 

52 

Request  granted  partially 

12 

6 

8 

Referred  to  other  agency, 
not  ascertained  which 
Referred  to  other  voluntary 

1 

•k 

agency 

Referred  to  public  agency, 

13 

5 

8 

not  Public  Welfare 
Not  able  to  help,  no 

•>v 

* 

referral  mentioned 

5 

5 

5 

Other 

3 

4 

4 

Not  ascertained 

6 

5 

6 

100% 

100% 

100% 

(N=173) 
TABLE  17 

(N=294) 

(N=467 

ACTION  TAKEN  ON  REQUEST 

COMPARED 

BY  TYPE  OF  REQUEST 

Action  Taken 

Food  Requests 

Other  Requests 

Referred  to  Public  Welfare 

5% 

32% 

Request  granted  in  full 

80 

28 

Request  granted  partially 
Referred  to  other  agency. 

2 

4 

not  ascertained  which 

- 

1 

Referred  to  other  voluntary  agency 
Referred  to  public  agency 

2 

14 

not  Public  Welfare 

- 

1 

Not  able  to  help,  no  referral  mentioned 

3 

10 

Other 

4 

4 

Not  ascertained 

4 

6 

100% 

100% 

(N=196) 

(N=187) 

iUidim 

jr4.si5f»a 


TABLE  18 


AMOUNT  OF  TIME  SPENT  ON  REQUEST  COMPARED  BY  PLACE  OF  RESIDENCE 


Residents  of 

Amount  of  Time  Residents  of  Boston  Other  Cities  & Towns  Tot a 1 


15  minutes  or  less 

33% 

21% 

25% 

Up  to  one-half  hour 

23 

28 

27 

Up  to  45  minutes 

6 

2 

3 

Up  to  one  hour 

9 

21 

16 

Up  to  one  and  one-half  hrso 

2 

3 

3 

Up  to  2 hours 

3 

5 

4 

Up  to  3 hours 

2 

4 

3 

More  than  3 hours 

4 

5 

5 

Not  ascertained 

18 

100% 

(N=173) 

11 

100% 

(N=294) 

14 

100% 

(N=467 

TABLE  19 


AMOUNT  OF  AGENCY  FUNDS  SPENT  DIRECTLY 


COMPARED 

Amount  of  Funds 

BY  PLACE  OF  RESIDENCE 
Residents  of  Boston 

Residents  of 
Other  Cities  & Towns 

Total 

None 

35% 

37% 

36% 

$5  or  less 

6 

6 

6 

$6  - 10 

24 

16 

19 

$11  - 25 

13 

26 

21 

$26  - 50 

6 

4 

5 

$51  - 75 

- 

_ 

$76  - 100 

1 

- 

* 

$101  - 150 

3 

- 

1 

$151  or  more 

2 

- 

1 

Not  ascertained 

10 

100% 

(N=173) 

11 

100% 

(N=294) 

11 

100% 

(N=467) 

1007o 

(N=467) 
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TO: 


U,C .S . /M.B.U^F.  Financially  Participating  Agencies 
FROM:  Harold  W.  Demone,  Jr.,  Ph.D, 

RE:  Monitoring  Repercussion  of  Flat  Grant 

DATE:  October  29,  1970 


On  October  5,  1970,  about  fifty  representatives  from  voluntary 
agencies  met  with  Commissioner  Minter  in  the  Adams  Room  at  U.C.S.  In 
explaining  the  state's  new  Flat  Grant  approach,  Mr.  Minter  stated  that 

the  first  phase,  September  through  December,  1970,  would  be  used  to  assess 

» 

the  Departments  experience  under  this  new  arrangement.  There  seemed  to  be 
general  agreement  among  those  present  that  the  voluntary  agencies  should 
conduct  their  ovm  assessment.  U.C.S.  agreed  to  take  responsibility  for 
setting  up  a monitoring  system  to  determine  the  impact  of  the  change  to 
the  Flat  Grant  on  the  voluntary  agencies  and  their  clients. 

With  the  assistance  of  staff  from  Boston  Children's  Services,  Boston 
Family  Service  Association,  Traveler's  Aid,  Salvation  Army,  U.C.S. 
Information  & Referral  Service  and  M.S.P.C.C.  as  a pre-test  group,  we 
have  put  together  a simplified  worker's  report  form  for  this  purpose. 
Attached  are  a few  copies  of  the  form  and  a brief  set  of  instructions.  We 
are  asking  that  all  U.C.S. /M.B.U.F.  financially  participating  agencies 
cooperate  in  this  project. 

Why  Monitor? 

At  this  point  we  don't  know  what  the  repercussions  of  the  Flat  Grant 
approach  will  be.  We  do  know  that  a number  of  agencies  have  already 
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been  involved  in  "special  needs"  type  requests  from  welfare  clients. 
The  direct  service  personnel  we  have  talked  with  anticipate  that  the 
demands  will  increase  markedly  in  the  next  two  months.  In  order  to 
address  ourselves  to  the  problems  and  issues  resulting  from  the  Flat 
Grant  approach  it  is  imperative  that  we  document  what  transpires 
with  factual  data. 


Method  of  Procedure 


. . Determine  with  your  staff  whether  they  have  or 

are  likely  to  receive  requests  for  "special  needs" 
items  from  welfare  recipients. 

, . If  the  answer  is  yes,  please  plan  to  participate. 

. . Appoint  one  person  in  your  agency  to  act  as 
coordinator. 

. . Have  that  person  complete  the  enclosed  "Coordinator's 
Report"  form  and  return  it  immediately  to 
DONALD  D.  DOBBIN.  Research  Director.  U.C.S. 

. . By  return  mail  your  coordinator  will  receive  an 
ample  supply  of  instruction  sheets  and  case 
report  forms. 

. . Beginning  Monday,  November  16,  1970  have  each  worker 
begin  using  the  case  report  form, 

. . On  Friday,  November  27,  1970  return  all  forms  to  U.C.S. 
and  provide  new  case  report  forms  for  the  next  two  week 
period . 


Time  Period  to  be  Covered 

We  have  been  advised  by  agencies  that  data  should  be  collected 
from  November  16,  1970  through  January  15,  1971.  Once  we  receive 
the  first  batch  of  forms  we  will  begin  processing  them  immediately 
and  provide  you  with  periodic  reports  of  our  findings. 
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D.  P.  W>  CASES 


Worker 


From To 


Identifying 

Infon 

nation 

Special  Need 
Request  * 

s 

Ident • 
No. 

Address 

Date 

Case  Status 
New  20?ne 

No. 

in 

Fam. 

Specify 

Est. 

lost 

Action  Taken  6e  Final 
Disposition 

Amt. 

Wkrs. 

Tim#» 

Comment  s 

1 

1 

1 

* Special  Needs  - e.g.; 


Utility  Pa3mient 
Moving  Expenses 
Transporta  t ion 


Research  Department 
UNITED  COIBJWITY  SERVICES 
14  Somerset  Street 

Massachusetts  02108 


Furniture 

Clothing 

Household  Equip.  6e  Supplies 


Laundry  Expense 

Phone 

Fuel 


Food 

Back  Rent 
Rent  Supplement 


. Jit 


INSTRUCTIONS 


General  Directions : 

The  attached  forms  for  monitoring  the  impact  of  the  flat  ’grant 
welfare  system,  are  to  be  filled  out  by  the  worker  handling  a case  where 
a client  receiving  public  welfare  payments  requests  help  with  "special 
needs"  type  items  that  were  formerly  paid  for  by  the  Welfare  Department. 

In  the  upper  right  hand  corner  of  the  monitoring  form,  there  is 
space  provided  for  the  name  of  the  reporting  agency,  the  name  of  the 
worker  filling  out  the  form  and  the  starting  and  ending  dates  of  the 
survey  period.  All  of  these  are  to  be  filled  In. 


Specific  Directions  : USE  AS  MANY  LINES  FOR  EACH  REQUEST  AS  NECESSARY 

Identifying  Information 

1.  Ident.  No.  --  fill  in  the  number  used  by  your  agency 
to  identify  the  client,  patient  or  applicant. 

2.  Address  --  fill  in  the  address  of  the  client.  For 
cities  and  towns  outside  of  Boston,  the  city  or 
town  name  is  sufficient,  for  clients  who  live  in 
Boston,  please  include  the  neighborhood  --  Brighton, 
South  End.,  etc. 

3.  Date  --  fill  in  the  date  the  person  made  contact 
with  your  agency. 

4.  Case  status  --  check  whether  case  is  a new  one,  or 
one  that  is  on-going  with  your  agency. 

5.  No.  in  family  --  indicate  total  number  of  people  in 
the  family. 

Special  Needs  Request 

1.  Specify  --  indicate  what  this  request  is  for.  Please 
describe  the  request  as  exactly  as  possible,  e.g. 
winter  coat,  mattress,  washing  machine,  etc. 

2.  Estimated  Cost  --  fill  in  your  best  estimate  of  how 
much  this  request  would  cost  to  fill.  If  the  request 
is  for  the  payment  of  a bill,  indicate  the  exact 
amount  of  the  bill,  etc. 

Worker  Notations 


1.  Action  Taken  and  Final  Disposition  --  note  here  whether  contact 
was  made  with  the  Welfare  Department,  whether  client  was 
referred  to  another  agency,  whether  partial  payment  for  the 
special  needs  request  was  made  by  your  agency,  etc. 

2.  Amount  of  Worker's  Time  --  Indicate  how  much  time  was  spent 
with  the  client,  with  other  agencies  in  trying  to  fill  the 
client's  needs,  with  connective  referral,  and  any  other  time 
spent  on  this  request. 

3.  Comments  --  in  this  column,  please  indicate  any  other  agenclea 
which  were  contacted  in  working  with  the  client  and  any  other 
information  which  you  feel  is  relevant  in  a monitoring  system. 
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